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Workshop Objectives

• Align on reviewer roles and expectations

• Explain updates for 2026

• Address questions and challenges

Please, use Q&A to ask questions

• after the workshop we will compile and share FAQs
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Reviewer Roles & Responsibilities
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• Ensure fairness and transparency

• Improve quality of accepted
contributions

• Enhance author experience

• Strengthen conference reputation

• Provide fair, constructive, and 
evidence-based reviews

• Maintain confidentiality

• Declare conflicts of interest

Roles Responsibilities



Essential ethical principles

• Confidentiality

• Objectivity and fairness

• Conflict of interest

• Competence and resposibility

• Adherence to timeline
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Use of AI

Authors are allowed to use generative AI and AI-assisted technologies to 
improve readability and language of the work

• The use of it must be disclosed in the manuscript

Submitted manuscript must be treated as a confidential document: 

Reviewers should not upload the manuscript to any generative AI tool!
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Feedback that is rigorous, specific, respectful 
and constructive
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• Use the checklist from the 

guidelines on writing feedback 

that is rigorous, specific, 

respectful, and constructive.

• Before submitting your review, 

read through your comments to 

ensure that you meet these 

criteria.



Evaluation criteria

See respective Rubrics here: Reviewer guidelines :: SEFI 2026
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Research paper Practice paper Workshop
Idea Market 
Presentation

Value of the 
contribution Value of the contribution Relevance

Value of the 
contribution

Relating to 
appropriate prior 

work

Relating to appropriate 
prior work

Workshop objectives Viability and clarity

Research design adaptability and impact Interactivity
Adaptability and 

impact

Presentation Presentation Presentation Presentation

https://www.sefi2026.eu/reviewer-guidelines/
https://779b14998f.clvaw-cdnwnd.com/dda72d2c58e65294abc3a44e642cdc23/200001165-d6768d676b/Rubric%20Research%20Paper_SEFI2026.pdf
https://779b14998f.clvaw-cdnwnd.com/dda72d2c58e65294abc3a44e642cdc23/200001164-2b7b72b7b9/Rubric%20Practice%20Paper_SEFI2026.pdf
https://779b14998f.clvaw-cdnwnd.com/dda72d2c58e65294abc3a44e642cdc23/200001166-9edb19edb3/Rubric%20Workshop_SEFI2026.pdf
https://779b14998f.clvaw-cdnwnd.com/dda72d2c58e65294abc3a44e642cdc23/200001163-49a5549a57/Rubric%20Idea%20Market%20Presentation_SEFI2026.pdf
https://779b14998f.clvaw-cdnwnd.com/dda72d2c58e65294abc3a44e642cdc23/200001163-49a5549a57/Rubric%20Idea%20Market%20Presentation_SEFI2026.pdf


Review evaluation scale
Accepted, nice work

• Reviewer feedback is highly valuable and can encourage further refinement of the manuscript and provide useful direction for future 

work.

Accepted, minor changes recommended

• Reviewer feedback is highly valuable, small adjustments are recommended and intended to guide the author to enhance the quality 

of the contribution.

Adjustment(s) needed

• Reviewer feedback is essential and it’s treated as a requirement for improvement. Therefore reviewers, please make your feedback

actionable such that the authors can truly improve their manuscript, keeping the length limit of the submission in mind.

Unacceptable

• Based on reviewer feedback it should be clear to the author(s) that the quality of the submission needs improvement and that the

reviewer estimates that this cannot happen within the limited time slot. By consequence the manuscript will be rejected, unless the 

only "unacceptable" criterion is "presentation"
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Accepted, minor changes recommended

Encouraging acceptance of papers: 

• to motivate reviewers to label paper as accepted, even if minor changes are recommendable

• to avoid unnecessary rebuttals and extra work for the organizing committee

Signaling suggested improvements:

• signal to the author that further improvements to their contribution are encouraged

• distinguishing the decision from a plain “accepted” at first sight
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Idea Market Presentation 

• Focus on emerging ideas and work in progress

• Less emphasis on completed work

• Value of idea, creativity, innovativeness, and further potential

Idea market presentation is presented exclusively in the form of a poster.
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Idea Market Presentation - Criteria
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Value of the contribution, for instance:
• Relevance for engineering education and its development 

in Europe and/or the world.
• Originality of treatment of a problem, introducing new 

approaches/prototypes.
• Innovative potential for engineering education. 

Viability and clarity:
• The feasibility and viability of the presented 

approach/prototype in engineering education
• Clarity of the motivation and proposed solution/prototype
• Coherence and logical connection between the problem 

and the approach/prototype which serve as solutions 

Adaptability and impact:
• The possibility of future adaptation to other contexts (for 

example classrooms, universities, etc.) is discussed.
• The extent to which the work can be applied to a variety of 

contexts is clear.
• The impact on the engineering education community is 

clear. 

Presentation:
• Structure of the manuscript and coherence between 

individual parts.
• The set-up of this intervention/work is clearly presented.
• Clear and logical description of the presented 

approach/prototype.
• Appropriate title, abstract. 
• Readability and language.
• Compliance with the formatting requirements of the 

provided template for an idea market presentation.



Paper Awards

• Best student paper

• Best Practice paper

• Best Research paper

• Susanne Ihsen Award for papers on DEI

Upon clicking the checkbox, you will be asked to provide a rationale for your recommendation. 
Please justify your choice based on the review criteria.
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• Set of criteria for paper nomination and award decision are new this year
so please take a moment to explore them here.

Susan Ihsen Award on DEI

13

https://779b14998f.clvaw-cdnwnd.com/dda72d2c58e65294abc3a44e642cdc23/200001167-0cbea0cbec/Susanne-Ihsen-Award-Criteria-for-nominating-and-selecting-the-award-winning-paper-2026.pdf


Decision-making process

Each paper will be reviewed by at least two reviewers. 

• Accepted: all criteria are evaluated as “accepted, nice work” or “accepted, 
minor changes recommended” by all reviewers.

• Conditionally accepted: any of the criteria is marked as “adjustment
needed”, the paper requires revision. 

• Rejected: one of the criteria (excluding presentation) is “unacceptable.”
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Divergence between reviewers

Note: The LOC reserves the right to do an additional check (meta-review) in case of divergence between the two 
reviewers. 
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Reviewers'
decisions

Accepted
Conditionally 

accepted
Rejected

Accepted Accepted
Conditionally

accepted
Meta-review

Conditionally
accepted

Conditionally
accepted

Conditionally
accepted

Meta review

Rejected Meta review Meta review Rejected



Practical Challenges

• Reviewer disagreement

• Borderline submissions

• Incomplete or unclear papers

• Time constraints
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CLEER-ACCURATE Study

The study:

• Examines how the outputs of the CLEER curation model align

with outcomes from the SEFI 2026 peer-review process.

• Is conducted after final acceptance decisions.

• Uses anonymised submission and review data only.

• Does not provide any CLEER outputs to reviewers or

decision-makers.

More information including video: CLEER study :: SEFI 2026
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Participation is voluntary and has no impact on the peer-review process
or acceptance decisions.

https://www.sefi2026.eu/cleer-study/


Q&A and Discussion

• What is the overall acceptance rate for the conference, and what level of selectivity is 
expected in the review process? What is the expected depth of feedback for authors 
— brief justification of the decision or detailed, developmental comments aimed at 
improving the paper? 

• What happens with my review? Who makes sure that changes are actually adressed? 
Looking at the heterogenous quality of SEFI proceedings, I struggle to believe that 
this is done consistently. 

• How important is it that the submission fits one of the conference sub-themes? 
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Q&A and Discussion

• Open floor for questions

• Share experiences or concerns

Any further questions will be answered after the workshop and sharen and 
published as a FAQ together with already answered questions.

For further questions, please contact us at sefi2026@fel.cvut.cz
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mailto:%20sefi2026@fel.cvut.cz


Wrap-Up and Next Steps

If you cannot review a submission assigned to you, please let us know as soon as possible.
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Submissions assigned to reviewers 15.04.2026

Review deadline 15.05.2026

Reviewer feedback and notification of acceptance, conditional 
acceptance or rejection

29.05.2026

For conditionally accepted papers: Final notification of acceptance or 
rejection

30.06.2026

Early bird registration deadline 03.07.2026

Conference date 07.09.2026-10.09.2026



www.sefi2026.euFor further questions, please contact us at sefi2026@fel.cvut.cz

mailto:%20sefi2026@fel.cvut.cz
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